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a mathematician (in our sense) of Diderot that he saw the pros- 
pect for the theory of probability and defended the study of 
that subject against the deterministic dogmatism of d’Alembert, 
who disliked it. 
In celebration of the possibly transcendent mystery that such 
a pursuit as mathematics is possible at all, its adepts over the 
centuries have evolved something like a litany praising the 
honor that redounds upon the human mind and spirit from their 
own capacity to reason rigorously in a way that often turns out 
to have a bearing on nature. Though I for one have never had 
much patience with detractors of the subject, it is just possible 
that outsiders may sometimes fancy that they hear the faintest 
overtones of self-satisfaction in that refrain. However that 
may be, there is a question that is far more interesting for 
mathematicians to explore than that of Diderot’s mathematical 
ability, particularly so amid the contemporary revulsion from 
the exact. It is one that might contribute to their own self- 
knowledge, at least in the sense of seeing themselves as one 
highly intelligent observer saw them in a very different context. 
For what can Diderot have had in mind when he observed, “Heureux 
le geometre, en qui une etude consomm6e des sciences abstraites 
n’aura point affaibli le gout des beaux-arts” (that was in 
PensSes sur l'interpr&ation de la nature [paragraph 31 in 1753, 
before ever d’Alembert had deserted him)? And more generally, 
what did it signify that, later, in Le r&e de d'dlembert Diderot 
put his erstwhile colleague into a delirium before the mathema- 
tician could speak out humane truths that he had never perceived 
in his right mind, and that are elicited from his ravings by the 
quiet questions of a doctor, a healer of the soul? 
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An indication of the scope of this study of Einstein’s life 
and thought is the Index of Proper Names, which ranges from some 
of the Greats in physics to Ariosto, Aristotle, Beethoven, Weyl, 
Hegel, Goethe, Descartes, Dostoevskii, Kant, Kierkegaard, Leibniz, 
Lenin, Lucretius, Marx, Mozart, Plutarch, Pushkin, Rembrandt, 
Roosevelt, Spinoza, Tolstoi, Feuerbach, Shakespeare, Schiller, 
Schopenhauer, Schubert, Engels, and Epicurus! This palatable 
evocation of names -- all crowned by that of Einstein -- affects 
the reviewer as powerfully as did barleycorns strewn by mediaeval 
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motivators in books to move donkeys to turn the pages of the Bible. 
One goes through this book with the sure feeling of conversing 
with an expert on the subject (so that the author’s explicit con- 
firmation, for example, of informative contacts with Born, Oppen- 
heimer, Infeld, Ellen Ducas, some of Einstein’s associates, is 
almost superfluous). The book proceeds in four parts from the 
more conventional survey of Einstein’s life and work to the most 
intriguing reflections of things ultimate: Life, Death, Immor- 
tality, Parallels. Step by step, chapter by chapter, parallel 
by parallel, the Essence of Einstein is distilled, as it were, 
to transcend via infinity-sive-immortality to its Entelechy. 
Limitations of knowledge and time (not so much of space or inter- 
est) prohibit a review of some of the parallels drawn between 
Einstein’s being-and-thinking and that of Aristotle, Descartes, 
Faraday, Mach, Bohr, Dostoevskii [l], and Mozart. The reviewer 
selects for a brief examination the one parallel closest to his 
dual interest in literature and mathematics. 
Mr. Kuznetsov defines and interprets Einstein’s and Dostoev- 
skii’s variations of an experimenturn crucis. Under this concept 
-- for which he also borrows a synonym from one of Dostoevskii’s 
fictitious figures: “zhestokii eksperiment” (‘cruel experiment’) 
-- he subsumes experiments under extreme conditions, in litera- 
ture and in physics: Raskolnikov’s murders; bodies in motion at 
velocities nearing that of light. Each instance of the experiment 
yields a bundle of paradoxes to be resolved by interpreting the 
cruel-crucial trial in terms of the laws governing the whole 
universe in which the respective events are unfolding: the phy- 
sical universe, the human universe. The author suggests, roughly, 
that the physicist and the writer under scrutiny were the first 
to perform cruel-crucial experiments of such order of signifi- 
cance in their respective domains. Further historical and 
structural analogies in physics and in literature are proposed, 
especially modes of transition from Euclidean to non-Euclidean 
order or harmony. 
The validity of the analogy between the two kinds of 
experimenturn crucis really hinges on (1) the comparability of 
“freedom to experiment” in the human universe (‘real’ and 
‘fictitious’) and in the physical universe (‘real’ or ‘ficti- 
tious’); (2) the modes/degrees in/to which crucial experimenter 
Einstein and cruel experimentist Dostoevskii participate in both 
universes, human and physical; (3) distinguishing, in any disci- 
pline, between freedom and compulsion to experiment. Real-life 
Dostevskii and real-fictitious Raskolnikov, in outwardly unrelated 
yet comparable situations, risked their lives in experimentation. 
Not so Einstein (though the history of scientific experimentation 
could provide suitable examples). Without embracing Skinner, 
what about the interpretation of Raskolnikov’s resolution to do 
away with a human or two as a compulsion from his dead-heading 
career? How free was Einstein, on the other hand, to choose his 
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experiment? What about his gentle obsession (from boyhood on as 
Mr. Kuznetsov reports) to grasp the workings of the larger world? 
More generally, what about the historical sequence of progressive 
insights and discoveries in science and the ‘prescription,’ 
defined by that sequence, for the next member of the sequence? 
By the specific criteria of the authors’ comparison, do Einstein’s 
and Dostoevskii’s experiments differ in degree only (and if so, 
does that difference stretch the comparison beyond validity?), 
or do they differ also in kind, or in kind only (and if so, are 
the kinds comparable?)? 
In literature, Dostoevskii was not the first to undertake a 
significant experimentum crucis. Paris ‘raped’ Helen under 
extreme conditions: an event of grave consequences for the whole 
Universe of the Greeks. To us, the hero’s swiftness seems more 
metaphorical than physical; in Greek thinking and expression, 
poetical or scientific, poetical-or-scientific, large-scale 
motion on Earth or in Heaven was predominantly physical-in-the- 
language-of-metaphor. Thus Paris underwent a cruel-crucial 
experiment, “swift as a ray of light,” dazzled by the light of 
the ‘celestial body’ of Helen: of Absolute Beauty (in the human- 
physical Universe of the Greeks). Goethe in his Faust, as well 
as the historical Dr. Faustus, engaged in crucial experiments. 
In radical thinking and acting, Faust’s pact with Mephistopheles 
(not to mention the ‘Russian roulette’ of the wager) is as 
extreme as are Raskolnikov’s, Stavrogin’s, or Ivan Karamasov’s 
macabre extravaganzas. Faust places himself in double jeopardy, 
in his life here, and in that hereafter; both in Goethe and in 
Dostoevskii “Ivan Faust” is subjected to tormenting trial, body 
and soul, and extensions from the hero to mankind are as per- 
missible in Goethe as in Dostoevskii (cf. the various inter- 
pretations of ‘Faustian man or civilization’ as modern in 
various ways). The murder of Julius Caesar, historical or 
Shakespearean, is an experimentum crucis. And so is the cata- 
strophe in many a tragedy: it is a physical and/or spiritual 
experiment under extreme conditions (with a spectrum, again, of 
freedom to compulsion, deliberately planned murders vs. “crimes 
of passion”). In sum, in much of great literature, we see 
clashes of bodies and/or souls in exceptional situations in which 
physical and/or ethical Absolutes collide. 
In grappling with Einstein’s life and thought, the author 
offers more fascinating chapters of delicately pertinent irrele- 
vancy : “Mathematics and Reality, ” “Non-classical Science and 
the Problem of Death and of the Fear of Death,” “The Death of 
Gulliver,” “Infinity and Immortality,” “Human Immortality,” “The 
Principle of Existence.” 
By now the reader must wonder about the author of the book 
under review: What sort of Russian Spirit has stepped out of 
the pages of Gogol to vex and lead astray innocent scholars and 
scientists, so ‘pure’ in their pursuits, so ‘straight’ on their 
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paths, so ‘solid’ on the grounds of their particular disciplines? 
The reviewer is happy to report that Mr. Kuznetsov is more real 
than fictitious: a scholar of extraordinary erudition in fields 
diverse and incognate, a scholar with the cognitive powers of 
rendering cognate the incognate. He is aware how easy it would 
be for a narrow expert to shoot him down, and his sympathetic 
reviewer along with him, both crash-landing a posteriori on the 
‘solid ground’ of a particular field of knowledge, in a cruel- 
crucial experiment visited upon author and reviewer by some ‘no- 
nonsense’ specialist. Yet, wide-spread narrow specialization 
notwithstanding, an international interdisciplinary ferment seems 
to be astir, not only between one science and another, but be- 
tween the sciences and the humanities. Tentative and heuristic 
as such interdisciplinary exploration is bound to be at first, 
books like the one under review may lead to insights transcending 
the results of any particular discipline. [z] Indeed, a meta- 
discipline of interdisciplinary studies (which used to be a 
primary task of philosophers) may emerge, with various proposi- 
tions to be weighed: (A) The more disjunct any two fields of 
knowledge, the more marginal or trivial the overlap; (B) Few 
Greats in a particular field have achieved greatness in an incog- 
nate field: cf. Newton’s theology, Goethe’s science, Euler’s 
musicology, Gauss’s literary judgment, Lomonosov’s poetry and 
poetics ; cf. conspicuous exceptions. 
Einstein himself was not averse to cross-disciplinary leaps 
from the physicomathematical realm to those of music or litera- 
ture or world politics, not in formidably formalized ways of 
course, but incidentally offering pearls of insight that might 
merit deeper and broader exploration. Some of his well-known 
remarks on Mozart of Dostoevskii come to mind. Mr. Kuznetsov 
quotes Einstein’s remarkable dictum, for example, that Dostoev- 
skii gave him more than Gauss! 
The reviewer recommends this stimulating book of Einstein’s 
life and thought and beyond (non-technical discussion of details 
in physics; with pictures from Einstein’s private life; with a 
bibliographic raisonn&e) to readers anywhere: in the North, or 
in the South, in the East or in the West. 
NOTES 
1. The reviewer was unable to inspect the author’s expanded 
version of this chapter, an English translation of which is 
abstracted in HM 1, 244. 
2. Cf. Martin Dyck, “Relativity in physics and in fiction,” 
Studies in German Literature of the Nineteenth and Twentieth 
Centuries (Festschrift for Frederic E. Coenen) Ed. Siegfried 
Mews. Chapel Hill (University of North Carolina Press), 
1970. pp. 174-185. 
